While the 'Great Kalahari Debate' hinged almost exclusively on the interpretation of sparse and confusing archaeological and historical data, abundant and convincing genetic evidence from the realm of biological anthropology has been largely ignored, while equally compelling cultural evidence drawn from the musical traditions of the populations in question has been overlooked entirely. In this paper, I attempt to demonstrate how genetic and musicological research can be combined to provide a compelling case for the 'traditionalist' position in this ongoing controversy. To this end, I draw upon an important but little known musical 'genome', the Cantometric database, compiled under the direction of the late Alan Lomax, at the Columbia University Bureau of Applied Social
1A continuing debate
The 'Great Kalahari Debate' revolved around two basic issues: 1 whether or not certain Kalahari 'Bushmen' groups can be regarded as genuine foragers who remained largely isolated for most of their history and adapted to outside pressures without losing their identity 2 whether or not certain aspects of primordial hunter-gatherer culture could have survived into the twentieth century among such groups.
In this paper I re-examine both issues, but not from the perspective of the usual archaeological/historical methodologies, which attempt to recreate the past by the idea of an "indigenous people" as being "essentialist" and relying "on obsolete anthropological notions and on a romantic and false ethnographic vision" (ibid: 2).
Kuper's argument echoes that of Kalahari 'revisionist' Edwin Wilmsen regarding the alleged indigeneity of the various 'Bushmen' groups:
Their appearance as foragers is a function of their relegation to an underclass in the playing out of historical processes that began before the current millennium and culminated in the early decades of this century. The isolation in which they are said to be found is a creation of our view of them, not of their history as they lived it (Wilmsen 1989:3) .
The various arguments focused, ostensibly, on archaeological and historical evidence. In an independent review of the many disputes stemming from very different interpretations of this evidence, archaeologist Karim Sadr stated his conclusions at the outset: first, 'it will be shown that Wilmsen and Denbow's reconstruction of Bushman-Bantu relations is based on insufficient evidence'; second, 'it is concluded that much basic archaeological work remains to be done ' (1997:105) . As becomes clear from Sadr's detailed analysis, the archaeological evidence is often scant and always difficult, if not impossible, to interpret:
What emerges most clearly from this review is that Late Stone Age and Early Iron Age archaeology in Botswana are still in their infancy. . . Perhaps all the energy that has gone into debating the Kalahari's past would have been better spent in gathering evidence" (ibid:111).
From reading Sadr, one might conclude that the Great Kalahari Debate would end either in defeat for the revisionists or, at best, a stalemate. As now seems clear, however, the debate was never really about evidence at all, as should have been apparent at the outset from so much of the language in which the revisionist position was couched. Terms like 'reification', 'essentialist' and 'romantic' belong to the realm of ideological, not archaeological, debate -at least not in the traditional sense of archaeology, which has now, like so much else in the academic world, been transformed by the extraordinary triumph of 'postmodern' revisionism-in-general.
Kulturkreis, Urkultur and 'indigenous peoples'
Barnard's review of the ideological issues takes us all the way back to the 'Vienna School' of the early twentieth century and the Kulturkreis (culture-circle) theorising associated with it. A key concept for this group was the notion of Urkultur, variously translatable as 'primal culture', 'primordial culture ', or 'original culture'. For Wilhelm Schmidt (1868 -1954 , one of the leaders of the Kulturkreis school, the mechanism of cultural transmission was more migration than diffusion, and through migration, he believed, the various forms of Urkultur had spread throughout the world (Barnard 2006:6) .
Such notions were rejected some time ago by literally all archaeologists, ethnologists, etc, as hopelessly romantic and naive. For Barnard, however, the notion of Urkultur remains with us implicitly, 'in our presentday discourse in the idea of "indigenous peoples".
The "native" has indeed returned' (ibid:6). [h]owever, the relation between this Urkultur and the cultures of today's so-called "indigenous peoples" is no greater than that between this Urkultur and the cultures of all peoples (as quoted above).
The assumption implicit in this sentence is widely held today by almost all anthropologists. From the standpoint of modern ethnography, there is simply not enough evidence to link any current practice with the distant past. The mantra goes something like this:
since we cannot go back in time to observe how people were living 100,000 years ago, we cannot do more than speculate regarding any aspect of their culture. I
disagree. There is a body of evidence, rarely if ever considered by anthropologists, that could shed some badly needed light on some of the most obscure corners of both culture and history.
5A Musical 'Genome'
A genetic marker is considered neutral if it is not affected by natural selection, ie, not affected by changes in the environment or any other outside influence, but continues unaltered until, suddenly, a mutation occurs. Then, after the mutation, the altered marker continues, generation after generation, unchanged, until the next sudden mutation. In my view there is good evidence that certain aspects of traditional music, or more accurately, musical style, could also be consid- In recent years, many genetic anthropologists have looked to certain aspects of language as the cultural equivalent of genetic markers and have consequently paid a great deal of attention to the distribution of language families worldwide. Comparing language with music, however, we find some rather important and instructive differences. For one thing, language is much more complex than music, with a far more rigidly defined syntax, and an important dimension either lacking or undeveloped in music: explicit reference, the semantic dimension, the realm of words, which music completely lacks. It is also far more common than music, as the basis for all sorts of everyday interactions, of a great many different kinds, and is consequently, unlike music, a totally indispensable, ubiquitous and 'visible' aspect of ordinary life.
All these factors make language 1 much more difficult to study, as many more elements and aspects must be taken into consideration endings. Since native Americans are thought to have diverged shortly after entering the continent at least 10,000 years ago (very likely much longer), we can conservatively estimate that this style must be, at the very least, 10,000 years old.
A growing awareness of the potential of the very general, yet often highly diagnostic, approach to the comparative study of music exemplified above, led the noted folklorist/musicologist Alan Lomax to envision the methodology he was ultimately to call 'Cantometrics' (Lomax 1959 The striking affinities were noted also by Alan Lomax, for whom the Pygmy-Bushmen connection became especially important. Some of the earliest statistical analyses based on the Cantometric dataset tended to support the relationship quite strongly (Lomax 1962; Grauer 1965; (Solway & Lee 1990) . A similar distinction would appear to apply with respect to the musical evidence, as will be discussed in the following section.
Since the genetic evidence so strongly suggests that both the Biaka Pygmies and !Kung (Ju/'hoansi)
Bushmen stem from the same ancient 'founder' population, it is not difficult to infer that the almost indistinguishable musical practices of the two groups may well date to at least the time of their divergence from that same population -a period that could, according to the aforementioned genetic research, date to at least 76,000, but possibly as much as 102,000, years ago (Chen et al 2000 (Chen et al :1371 . Such a conclusion, if corroborated, would totally transform our notion of cultural evolution and the role of tradition in its history.
7Similarities and differences
Not everyone is convinced of this remote and seemingly unlikely connection, however, and indeed, there is room for scepticism. The classic studies of Pygmy and Bushmen music cited above were based on the recognition of a significant number of striking similarities. Strictly speaking, however, it is not enough to simply identify similarities between one group and another. To establish that such similarities are meaningful, one must also identify significant differences between these groups and all others, and then look for patterns based on both similarity and difference. I recently conducted such a search, based on a newly revived and expanded version of the Cantometric da- (Lomax & Grauer 1968:40) .
Yodel is defined as:
A distinctively liquid, wide-open, extremely relaxed way of singing, often, but not necessarily, characterized by quick, wide, and apparently effortless leaps in pitch which pass from chesty tone to falsetto (or head tone) and back again (ibid:72).
The result of a search for the presence of interlocked vocalising throughout the worldwide sample are presented in Table 1 Now that we have some idea where interlock and yodel fit in our worldwide sample, let's return our attention to Sub-Saharan Africa. Table 3 Continuing with our analysis of 
Endnotes
1 Since Cantometrics was designed as a tool for broad-based comparative research on a worldwide scale, most of the parameters had to be defined in very general terms. For example, instead of providing a detailed analysis of melodic structure, the coder rates it as either through-composed, complex strophe, simple strophe, complex litany, or simple litany, with three possible degrees of variation. Additional lines code for number of phrases, phrase length, melodic contour, etc. Other parameters, such as degree of embellishment, loudness, tempo, tremolo, etc, are rated along three to six-point scales. Because so many of the ratings tend to be general and to some degree subjective, Cantometrics is most reliable as a heuristic tool for searching and sorting along very general lines.
2 Partly because most musicologists were unfamiliar with such a broad-based, statistically oriented approach, partly due to sampling issues, but also because of certain questionable claims made by Lomax regarding some of his results, Cantometrics was never able to gain a secure footing among ethnomusicologists during his lifetime. Interestingly, many of the criticisms currently being levelled at the methodologies of the genetic anthropologists resemble those once directed at Cantometrics. I have provided a detailed response to several of the most typical criticisms in Grauer & McCormick 2005. 3 As might have been expected, a 'revisionist' position has emerged on this matter as well, from ethnomusicologists Susanne Fürniss and Emmanuelle Olivier (Fürniss 2006; Olivier 1998; Olivier & Fürniss 1997 , 1999 , for whom 'the conception that the Ju/'hoansi [Bushmen] have of their music is radically opposite to the Aka's [Pygmies]' (Fürniss 2006:201) . Their view is based on a conviction that Pygmy music is conceived polyphonically, while 'for the Ju/'hoansi, on the other hand, the basis of counterpoint is a monodic idea, which is manifested in a plurivocal manner' (Olivier & Fürniss 1999:131) , an approach to multipart performance technically termed 'heterophony'. This highly debatable, simplistic interpretation, irresponsibly presented as proven fact, is now being widely disseminated in ethnomusicological and anthropological circles in support of the revisionist view generally.
Much in Olivier's writings on Bushman music echoes ideas first presented by Nicholas England (1967) , whose recognition that many Ju/ 'hoansi songs do indeed employ 'a kind of elaborated heterophony' (ibid:61), did not prevent him from concluding that 'Bushmen music . . . is polyphonic at its very basis ' (ibid:65) . In addition to some largely heterophonic examples, which might seem to support Olivier's view, England presents a transcription of an unequivocally polyphonic performance (ibid:63, Example 6), the sort of thing that would be impossible if the "revisionist" interpretation of Ju'hoansi musical thinking is valid. As can be easily demonstrated, even in certain examples provided by Olivier and Fürniss themselves, heterophony and polyphony are commonly conflated in the music of both groups, in a complex, highly idiosyncratic manner common to both, strongly suggesting an even closer bond than had previously been suspected.
The views of Olivier and Fürniss were addressed in a footnote of my recently published essay, 'Echoes of our forgotten ancestors' (Grauer 2006a:46-47) . A more extensive treatment appears in my 'Author's Reply' in the same volume (Grauer 2006b:114-116) . I am currently preparing a comprehensive essay reflecting some of the very real insights gained through careful study of their undoubtedly valuable work, while at the same time demonstrating that the conclusion they have drawn from it is erroneous. There is no trace of interlock, yodel or polyphony, unison singing being the rule on all the Okavango tracks. 
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